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REMARKS 

Claims 37-56 are in the application for <^T»sideration by the examiner ^t 



thia time. In the Official action mailed August 



52 and 53 were allowed for which the applicanjt is grateful. 

The Official action set forth prior art rejections of claims 37, 39, 41-45 



48-61, and 54-56, which are outlined below. 



Claims 37 and 39 were rejected 
anticipated by U.S. patent No. 6, 
This rejection is set forth on pages 



Claim 4 1 was rejected as being \ari patentable over U.S. patent No 
6,084,870 of Wooten et at (Wooten) in view of U.S. patent No. 
5,922,040 of Prabhalcaran. This rjejection is set forth on pages 4 
of the Official action. 



26, 2005, claims 38, 40, 46, 47, 



uAder 35 U.S.C, § 102(e) as bein$ 
4130,496 of Smith et al (Smith), 
2-4 of the Official action. 



Claims 42 and 43 were rejected 
anticipated by Prabhakaran. This 
8 of the Official action. 



uiisder 3S U.S-C. §102(b) as bein 5 ^ 
rejection is set forth on pagesr5- ^ 



• Claims 49, 55, and 56 were rcject(5d under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Pmbharkafan. This rejection is set fortji 
on pages 8 and 9 of the 0£Eicial acdon. 

• Claims 44 and 50 were rejected under 35 U.S-C. g 103(a) as bein 



unpatentable over Prabharkaran i 



view of U.S. patent No. 



5,857,159 of Dickrell et al (Dickrell), This rejection is set forth cjin 
pages 10 and 11 of the Official acmon. 

Claims 45 and 50 were rejected uAder 35 U.S-C. § 103(a) as bein^ 
unpatentable over Prabharkaran ifi view of U.S. patent No, 



5,548,273 of Nicol et al (Nicol). T 
11-13 of the Official action, 



lis rejection is set forth on pas;es 



Claims 48 and 54 were rejected tiJidjer 35 U.S.C. g 103(a) as bein^ 
unpatentable over Prabharkaran in view of U.S. patent No, 
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5,670,830 of Koga et al (Koga), Tl|iii rejection is set forth on pa^es 
13 and 14 of the Official action. 

In summary, claims 37 and 39 were rejected over the teachings of Smij:h 

alone. Claims 39, 41-43, 48-51, and 54-56 w^rd rejected over the teachings bf 

Prabharkaran alone or combined with the teachings of Wooten, Dickrell, Nicol, 

or Koga. Applicant respectfully submits that tk^ inventions defined in claim$ 

37, 39, 41-45, 48-51, and 54-56 are patently 

teachings of Smith alone; or the teachings of 

with the teachings of Wooten, Dickrell, Nicol, c^r Koga within the meaning of ^5 



distinguishable from the 
Ptabharkara alone or combined 



the designated terminals. In 
washes to obtain data cannot 



U.S.C. §102 or 35 U.S.C. §103. 

Claims 37 and 39 define, inter alia, a plijtrality of terminals, and specif3[( 
mobile vehicle data is communicated to any of 
this arrangement, when a data requestor who 

perform input operations, or when a data reqiieijting device differs from a daja. 
receiving device, only the information necessaiy :for the receiver can be 
effectively transmitted from the requesting device to the receiving device- 

The teachings of Smith propose, as in shown Fig, 1, that terminals (th^ 
call takers 12 and the remote data entry terminals 14) and the vehicles 20 
communicate via and AVL system 18, and the communication data is man 
at the database server 10. While the teachingia &f Smith may propose 
communication and presentation from the AV!- system 18 to the vehicles 20, 
these teachings do not describe a configuration where a terminal 
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action explained where the 



communicates information on any of the desigiated mobile vehicle to any of 
the designated terminals, as requiired in claims^ 37 and 39, and therefore, th<^se 
claims arc patently distinguishable from the teachings of Smith, 

In more detail, the teachings of Smith are concerned with a fully 
automated vehicle dispatching, monitoring, and billing system. In the 
paragraph at the bottom of page 3, the Official 

teachings of Smith anticipate the limitations s<5t forth in the last paragraph djt 
claim 37. However, applicant respectfully subnlta that these positions may 
not be correct. In the system proposed by Smith, a single database server 
contains both the information on current vehi<;le positions and status, and 
information on future appointments for vehiclti use (column 11, lines 8-12), 
This information includes the dispatch file 30. 
locator) system 18; which is shown in Fig. 1 of 

obtain vehicle location information and to route information, relay dispatcbirjig 
commands, and allegedly request data update s from vehicles over wireless 
communication links 22 (column 5, lines 8-191- Within the teachings of Sr 
the information from the AVL is apparently cominunicated to the database 
server and saved in the dispatch file 30, Accordingly, when a request for status 
information ia made in accordance with the di acussion at column 23, lines 21- 
45, of Smith (which was cited in the Official a<jti6n); this information is 
obtained from the server 10, and not the vehic^eb themselves. For at least 



The AVL (automatic vehicle 
Smith; is allegedly used to 
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these reasons, applicant respectfully submits that the teachings of Smith 



cannot contemplate or suggest the limitations 



claim 37. Due to the fact that the aforesaid re<i\4est for status information is 



Seit forth in the last paragraph 



not commimicated to the vehicles in Smith, it h not possible for a presentation 
means to display information in response thereto, as required in claim 39. 

For a least the foregoing reasons, applies Lnjt respectfully submits that 
claims 37 and 39 are patently distinguishable from the teachings of Smith 
within the meaning of 35 U.S.C, §102 or 35 U.lS.C. §103. Therefore, appUcar 



respectfully requests that the examiner recona 



der and withdraw this rejection 



The teachings of Woo ten and Prabharkaj'aji were used in the rejection of 
claim 41. The teachings of Wooten, as well as Pijabharkaran, are concerned 
with fleet management for freight transportatic ni These teachings are not 
concerned with the management of constructic^n: machines and for this reasojn 
are not concerned with obtaining the same data from the mobile vehicles as 
required in the present invention. For exampl<^, the teachings of Wooten and 
Prabharkaran never contemplate or suggest gathering fuel quantity data or 
voltage data. 

In more detail, the teachings of Wooten do not describe the configuration 
where a terminal communicates information o:i ^y vehicle identified by a 
terminal to any of designated terminals, as required in claim 41. With respeit 
to the teachings of Prabhakaran in general ajicL 4t column 13, lines 50-56, as 
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noted in the outstanding OHicial action, these 



icon at a selected time on a display of a vehicle 
mobile vehicle identification data in present 



::e^chings propose updating an 
. On the other hand, since 



cleiim 41 are communicated to a 



terminal side, the display location in the inventiqn defined in claim 41 differs 
from a display location as proposed by the teac;hings of Prabhakaran. 

For at least the above reasons, applicant respectfully submits that the 
teachings of Wooten and Prabhakaran cannot motivate one of ordinary skill in 
the art to the invention defined in claim 41. Accordingly, applicant respectfully 



submits that claim 4 1 is patently distinguisha 



The bottom of page 5 of the Official action stated that Prabharkaran 



includes a display means for altering a display 
based on one of, communication progression h 

terminals and the plurality of mobile vehicles ( column 7, lines 12-19), and an 
elapsed time since a last data request was input' from the plxorality of termiruils 
to the plurality of mobile vehicles (column 13, 
appear in claims 41 and 42, Column 7, lines 

movement of the icon 520. Movement of the ic oil 520 assumedly would be 
based upon data communication. However, such "data communication" is 
different from "communication progression." A determination or display basejd 
upon "communication progression" would meesure a timeframe of receiving 
and transmitting data, whereas "data commurication" for the movement of the 



)le from these teachings* 



nlode of the display means, 
etwcen the plurality of mobile 
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icon 520 in Prabharkaran is concerned with receiving complete data and 

f :ei-s are different, and one 



displaying it on the screen. These two parame 
cannot suggest the other. For this reason, 
the teachings of Prabharkaran do not contem 



app li<bant 



plate 



respectfully submits thsit 
or suggest this limitation in 



since the last data request ws s 



claims 41 and 42. 

In other words, the discussion in Prabha rltaxan at column 13, lines IS 
56, which was cited in the outstanding Office e^ciion, is concerned with 
updating information. This procedure is diffen^ntt than altering a display motjle 
of the display means based on an elapsed time 

input from the plurality of terminals to the plurality of mobile vehicles, as 
required in claim 4 1 . For this reason, the teac tilings of Prabharkaran cannot 
contemplate or suggest this limitation in claim 41, 

In regards to present claim 42, the teach irigs Prabhakaran propose a 
terminal having one display and keyboard (colurnn 2» lines 31-35). These 
teachings of Prabbakarrm do not remotely describe a configuration or 
arrangement where a plurality of terminals an<[i k plurality of construction 
machines mutually communicate, as required 

In this connection, it is respectfully noteil that the Official action referrjed 
to column 37, lines 37-52> of Prabhakaran as a Corresponding to various parjts 
of the presently claimed invention, such as pre p6sing an apparatus for 
communicating data about mobile vehicles to tht terminal, in response to a 



in' claim 42. 
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data request by the terminal through input optirlition or in response to 
voluntary transmission from a mobile vehicle sidle. On the other hand, the 
invention as defined in applicant's claim 42 re<j!u|ires a terminal including, inier 
alia, display means that displays by changing ji display mode of an identifier 

i 

for identifying the mobile vehicle based on an.claipsed time from the last 

commimication of mobile vehicle information f:nohi the mobile vehicle, in 

t 

i 

association with each plurality of mobile vehiclp^. Applicant cannot find whefre 
the teachings of Prabhakaran suggest these ar-angements required in claim 
42. Accordingly, applicant respectfully submits that claim 42 is patently 
distinguishable from the teachings of Prabhakitr^. 

With respect to claim 43, the Official act oA stated that Prabharkaran 
suggests establishing a management area or a 
(figure 1 and column 4, lines 22-35 and 49-57) 
information includes information that the consi 

departed from the management area or entered; tihe beyond- management are^, 
and the construction machine information is displayed on the screen of the 
receiving terminal (column 4, lines 49-57). This Statement appears at the toj^ 
of page 8 of the Official action. Applicant resp<?ctfully cannot agree with this 

i 

position. Firstly, the teachings of Prabharkaran never establish a managemejnt 

, j 

area or a beyond-management area, as required in claim 43, The screen 
shown in figure 1 of Prabharkaran is not deflni^dl or designated as a 



b^ond-management area 
ajnd the construction machin^ 
trUction machine has either 
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management area or a beyond-management ared., but simply a map showing 
the location of the vehicle. If the vehicle travel s beyond the map shown in 
figure 1, a new map is displayed showing the ptdsent location of the vehicle. 

Furthermore, Prabhakaran proposes that iach terminal has one displajy 
and keyboard (column 2, lines 31-35), In other ^ords, the teachings of 
Prabhakatan do not describe a configuration o : the presently claimed inventidn 

i 

where a plurality of terminals and a plurality of Construction machines 

: I 

mutually communicate, such as required in cLu^ 43. Moreover, the teachings 
of Prabhakaran only propose showing a location iof a vehicle. There is no 
description in Prabhakaran of establishing a s]Depific area, transmitting 
construction machine information to a receivin g iterniinal side, including 
information that the construction machine has ejither departed from the 
specific management area or entered the beyorUJi-management area, such as 
required in present claim 43. For at least thess i*easons, applicant respectfully 
submits that the invention set forth in claim 4^ is patently distinguishable 
from the teachings of Prabhakaran, 

With respect to claim 44, the OfTicial actjoh stated that Dickrell suggcsjts 

! 
■ 

the construction machine information includes ^ ififormation that an engine oi 

one of the construction machines was started ihla specified time frame (column 

• I 

5, lines 43-52), and the construction machine ; information is displayed on th<5 
screen of the individual construction majchine Ipblumn 2, line 42, to column J, 
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:?cir example, the limitation in 



line 22, and column 6, lines 33-47). This statepr^ent appears in the paragrap 
bridging pages 10 and 11 of the Official action. Again, applicant respectfully 
disagrees with this position* The discussion in Dickrell at column 5, lines 43- 
52, is associated with the diagram shown in fi^iufe 6 therein and is concerned 
with the amount of time that the vehicle engin<^ ipends either idling or in the 
power take-off mode. This is quite different th*m information concerning 
whether an engine of one of the construction machines was started in a 
specified time frame, as required in claim 44. 

applicant's claim 44 requires determining the fiurtoimt of time the engine was 
not started or detecting when the engine was rqt running, which cannot be 
measured by the teachings of Dickrell shown in figure 6. For at least such 
reasons, applicant respectfully submits that claitn 44 is patently 

i 

distinguishable from the teachings of Prabhakar^n and Dickrell, 

With respect to claim 45, the Official act.t>ii stated iJiat Nicol suggest the 
mobile vehicle information includes informatio n that voltage of the power 
supply has fallen to or below a prescribed level 
of the receiving terminal (column 7, line 55, to 
appears at the middle of page 12 of the Official 
at column 7, line 55, to column 8, line 12, prO]3obes detecting whether not tlie 
engine of the vehicle is running by detecting a flijictuation in the voltage 
supplied by the power supply. This is differenl: than detecting a low voltage 



that is displayed on the scrccji 
column 8, line 12). This 
aiction. The discussion in Nicbl 
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1 1 



in; claims 44 and 45. Therefor:, 



where the starting of the vehicle will be difficuljt, ks required in the present 
claims. 

Furthermore, the teachings of Prabhaka^a^i do not describe or suggest 
configuration where a plurality of terminals an i plxoraliry of construction 
machines mutually communicate, as required 
applicant respectfully submits that one of ordiliairy skill in the art could not be 
motivated to the invention set forth in claims 44 iand 45 based on the tcachirlgs 
of Prabhakaran together with Dickrell or Nicol. ! 

Concerning claim 48, the Official action isit^ted that Koga suggests an 
upper limit of travel distance ia determined for eich of the plurality of 
construction machines^ the screen of the receiyirig terminal displaying the 

i 

construction information that one of the consti'ubtion. machines traveled 
beyond the upper limit (column 14, lines 9-19) 

middle of page 14 of the Official action. The te acjhings of Koga are concerned 
with a single fuel use limiter-equipped hybrid e leictric car. Within the teachings 
of Koga, when the value of the distance traveled tince externally charging of the 
battery imit has exceeded the preset value, thq 
9 limits the output of the electric drive motor, 
however^ cancels the limitation of the output oJ 



the battery unit is externally charged again, T] 
concerned with the plurality of vehicles, as 
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djriving management controller 
The drive manager controller ^, 

i 

the electric drive motor when 



lej teaxiiings of Koga are not 
reqiiited in claim 48, but only wit^ 
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a single vehicle. More importantly, the informsLtipn about a travel distance is' 
measurement of battery life, which is not comr aiinicatcd to a terminal or the 
driver. For these reasons, applicant respectfully submits that the combined 
teachings of Prabharkaran and Koga cannot siig^est the invention of claim 4^. 
As explained above, the teachings of Prabbakaran propose one display 

and keyboard (column 2, lines 31-35). In othe]- ^ords, the teachings of 

i 

Prabhakaran do not describe a configuration o : the presently claimed invention 
where a plurality of terminals and a plurality of construction machines 
mutually communicate, The teachings of Koge do not cure or rectify this 
deficiency in the teachings of Prabharkaran. Foi- at least these reasons, 
applicant respectfully submits that the combinecj teachings of Prabharkaran 
and Koga cannot suggest the inventions set forth in the present claims, 
especially those set forth in present claim 48. 

In addition and contrary to the positions 
action, applicant respectfully submits that the 



Prabharkaran are not properly combinable. Tt e -teachings of Koga arc 



concerned with a single vehicle and battery life 
commimicated to the driver or a terminal. On 



concerned with a fleet of vehicles and positions 1 information of the vehicle 
displayed on a map. There is no reason why ond of ordinary skill in the art 



taken in the outstanding Offiqe 
teachings of Koga and 



iiiformation that is not 
thje other hand, Prabharkaran 



- 12 - 

Application. No. 9/93^,712 
Attorney Docket No.: VXO 12337 PCT 



IS 



i I 



PAGE 12/15 * RCVD AT 1 1/2812005 9:35:36 AM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/25 * DNIS:273830fl ' CSID: ' DURATION {mss]m2 



Mov 28 2005 10J28RM HP LRSERJET 3330 



P 



would include the battery life Information as d scussed in Koga in the systeir 



proposed by* Prabharkaran. 

Similarly^ applicant respectfully submits 
Dickrell nor Nicol is properly combinable with 



The teachings of Dickrell and Nicol are concer^e 
about vehicles, such as fuel information or vol 



that the teachings of neither 
Jije teachings of Prabharkaran 

d with monitoring informatiojn 
;age information. On the other 



hand, the teachings of Prabharkaraxi arc not cpricemcd with obtaining this 
type of data. For these reasons, there is no mc»tivation for one of ordinary skill 
in the art to include the structure proposed by Dickrell or Nicol in the systetn 
proposed by Prabharkaran. 

The Official action took Official notice thttlthe limitations set forth in 
claims 49-51 and 54-56 are well known in the art. Applicant respectfully 
submits that a teaching reference must be cited that show these limitations ^re 
well known in the art. Otherwise, any rejectioti 6f claims 49, 50, 51, 54, 55^ 
and 56 must be withdrawn. For example, the :e^chings of PrabhEikaran do not 
contemplate or suggest communication between plurality of terminals and ix 
plurality of mobile vehicles, as required in the ^resent claims. For this reaso]i 
applicant's claims cannot be unpatentable oveif ^uch teachings. 

For the foregoing reasons, applicant respjectfully submits that claims 31?^ 
39, 41-45, 48-51, and 54-56 are patently distiijiguishable from the teachings bf 
Smith alone, or the teachings of Prabharkaran 1 alone or combined with the 
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teachings of Wootcn, Dickrell, Nicol, or Koga witljiin the meaning of 35 U.S.C 
§102 or 35 U.S.C. §103. Therefore, applicant respectfully requests that the 
examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejectioji^ of these claims, and formal^ 
allow claims 37, 39, 41-45, 48-51, and 54-56, |tc^ether with allowed claims 3)S 



40, 46, 47, 52 and 53. 

The foregoing is believed to be a complet^ 
Official action mailed August 26, 2005. While 
in this application are in condition for allowan 
any comments or questions, it is respectfully 
be telephoned at the below listed number to 

In the event this paper is not timely filec 
an appropriate extension of time. The fee thei^sfp 
which become due, may be charged to our dejjb^it 



and proper response to the 
itiis believed that all the claim^ 
;el should the examiner have 
cjuested that the xmdersigned 
rcjsolve any outstanding issues. 
I applicant hereby petitions fo;- 
r, as well as any other fees 
it account No. 50- 11 47, 



Re€ p^ctfully submitted, 
P0332} LAW GROUP, PLC 



12040 South Lakes Drive 
Suite 101 

Reston, Virginia 20191 
(703) 707-9110 
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G^rtiflcate of Tfansmliwion m ^dja* ^"^ ^^-^ 



I hereby certify that this correspondence 
§1.111, which totals 15 pages including this 
transmitted to the Patent and Trademark Officb 



(Response under 37 C.F.R. 
c4rtiificate) is being facsimile 
ifacsimUe No. 571-273-8300 



on November 28, 2005. 



Re^p4 



ictfully submitted, 
^ LAW GROU9, PLC 




R. 
Attd)! 
Reg 



12040 South Lakes Drive 
Suite 101 

Reston, Virginia 20191 
(703) 707-9110 

Atty. Docket No.: VX012357 PCT 
Inventor (a) : Shuj i ARAKAWA ef al 

Serial Number: 09/936,712 
Filed: February 7, 2002 , 

For: APPARATUS FOR PRESENTTir^G INFORMATION ON MOBILE 

BODIES 
Examiner: Alan T. Gantt 
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